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EXPftNSICN OP INSIRUCTIGM IN FOREIGN LANGOAGBS: 



A REPORT ON THE 1987 LANGUAGE CeVELOPHQir WORKSODP AND mi'ERNSHIP 



AT TARRANT XXlNlT JUNIOR OOLLaGB NORTHEAST CAffi^ 



Psycholinguistic research and common sense both tell us that the 
earlier a person begins to study a second language and the longer period of 
time that he or she spends in the study of the language the greater the 
possibility that the individual will gain a useful ccximand of thrit 
language. At the current time in Texas f there are few language classes 
offered to students before their entrance into high school; there are 
exceedingly few opportunities for second language study in the elementary 
grades. 

Research also indicates thatf if students are to become proficient 
in a hew language, they must hear the language extensively before 
attempting to speak it, they must receive accurate and comprehensibie 

input, and they must feel secure enough to risk trying to produce language. 

_ _ _ ^ 

Uhfbrtuhately/ there are few teachers in el^hehtary and junior high schools 
who are proficient enough in a second language to provide quality foreign 
Icmguage instruction needed students at that level. Most teachers in 
those grades did not major in a foreign language; indeed # only a few have 
as many as four semesters of language courses on their *:ranscript. Of 
those, most have never possessed good speaking skills; others have lost 
their oral proficiency while teaching other subjects; still others cannot 
provide a secure environment because of their own insecurity in speaking 
the language. 



with the growing demand for foreign language ihstructibn by parents 
of children of this age^ a number of school districts are seeking ways of 
developing language proficiency in some of their teachers who can then 
provide foreign language iMtnjctibh in their school systems. Since 
Tarrant ebuhty Juriibr Ccllego ISbrtheast Campus has offered classes in 
French/ German/ and Spanish on the campus fbr children of ages fbur thrbugh 
twelve consisteti* ly during the last ten years, the administrations of these 
districts in the Fort Worth area are looking to the College for assistance 
in faculty develbpdient . 



fiORKSBOP QGALS AND OGJBCTIVES 



lit response to the heed in the Ibcal schools fbr assistance in 
develi^ing ways to introduce language study in the eleriientary and junior 
high schools/ TCJC Northeast Canpus designed a five-week program in 
language development and methodology for prospective teachers. The 
wbrkshbp was intended primarily to develop skills in oral language 
coninunication and in ebhtenpbrary instructional roethbdblbgies in teachers 
(1) currently specialize in other teaching areas but have sbtiie 

education and/or experience in a second language and (2) vrfib are interested 
in enhancing the international focus of their curriculum through the 
ihcbrpbratibh bf fbreigh language and cultural infonnation. 

The Language Development had as the primary objectives that the 
participating teachers would: 
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1; identify themselves as candidates in a survey ihstruinerit 
distributed throughout the school sys terns involved; 

2. I-iprove their oral proficiency in the language that they had 
previously studied; 

3. increase their security and confidence in speaking the language; 

4. Develop new skills in current foreign language instructional 
methodologies appropriate for young students/ particularly in 
Total Physical Response and the natural i^j^roach; 

5. Develop a repertoire of instructional activities and materials 
i^ich encourage students' E>articiE>atibh in class and interest in 
the language and culture; 

6. Use the conputer to generate instructional materials; 

7. Develop ideas of ways to incorporate foreign languages and 
culture to expand the international focus of the other courses 
that they teach. 



GRANT INEGRHATIGN 

TGJe acquired funding through the Education for Bconcxnic Security 
Act/ Title 11 i to si^port this project. Monies were allocated for 
itiethodology specialists/ for language development instructors/ for oral 
proficiency interviewers in each langiaage/ for tuition and m^terisils and 
travel stipends for E)articipahtS/ and for publicity and teaching sillies. 
A total of $23/154 was granted to TeJC for the project. 
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UUUraRnariliG LOCAL iSUUCKJLiQn ftSQiClBS 



The Cooperating Local Education Agency for the project was the 
Gifted Students Institute/ located in Fort Worth, headed by Director June 
Gox. Four independent school districts - Fort Worth/ Arlington/ Birdville/ 
and Cedar Hill - are currently woricing with the Gifted Students institute 
in the Pyramid Project/ a program for talented and gifted children in the 
elementary grades of these districts. One of the goals of the Pyramid 
Project is to provide instruction in foreign languages at the el«nehtary 
school level. Due to the standard problems of budgetary cbhstraihts/ 
full-^ay curriculum danands/ lack of appropriate and necessary 
instructional materials / and inadequacy of training of faculty/ no progress 
had been made toward this goal. With the encouragement of tuition stipends 
frbtii GSl to teachers in the Pyramid Project 5;chbbls/ teachers from Fort 
Wbrth/ Arlington/ and Birdville districts enrolled in the workshop and 
internship. 

Furthermore/ Arlington ISD graciously provided an elementary school 
building for che model classes for children used for the internship. 
Eighteen sections (11 in Spanish/ 4 in French/ and 3 in Gerroan) were 
offered daily during a three-week period in the facility/ taught fcy TCJC 
part-time instructors who were experienced in teaching languages for 
children and who teach regularly in the TCJC program of language*^ for 
children. 

4 
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Onca the project was funded by EESk, the first concern was the 
recruitment of Icxial elementary and junior high school teachers who met the 
language qualifications for adnission and who were willing to trade five 
weeks of their suirmer vacation for the cppdrturiity to upgrade their 
language skills and to study current instructional methodology. ftn 
interest survey was distributed to all teachers at these instructional 
levels in Fort Worth/ Arlington/ and Birdville schools as partners in the 
Pyranid Project and to those in the Hurst-Euless-Bedfdrd Independent School 
District because of their proximity to the Northeast eair¥)us. These schools 
also shared the information with private schools in the area. In addition/ 
a second letter made a special appeal to teachers in schools identified by 
each district as enrolling large nuntoers of minority children. Both sets 
of letters resulted in inquiries and ehrbllmehts by interested teachers. 
(Copies of these documents are in Appendix A.) 

Although twenty-seven teachers were admitted to the thirty funded 
positions in the workshop/ only twehty-bhe of these teachers actually 
participated due to last-minute withdrawals of the others. Of these 
twehty^ne/ all of them cdnpleted the workshop and intecrtship. 



The workshop and internship ^re scheduled during a f ive-ve^ period 
between June 8 and July 9/ 1987. The workshop sessions were held on can|xas 



at Tarrant County Junior College Northeast Campus. The internship classes 
were held at South Davis Elementary School in Arlington. 



The fbiiowing schedule was developed to provide intensive language 
development for chree weeks and an observation internship for three weeks 
during the five-week periiDd: 



Nedc i 



He& 2 



fl^ 3 



mA 4 



We^ 5 



9:00 - 12:00 The Natural Apptoach 

1:65 - 4:00 Language Developnteht 

9:00 - 12:60 Total Physical Response 

1:0b - 4:00 Language beveibpment 

9:00 - 12:00 Observation 

1:00 - 4:00 Language 



9:00 - 12:00 Observation 
1:00 - 4:00 Color Connection: 



A Method tor Language Acquisition 



9:00 - 12:00 Observation 

12:00 - 1:30 Closure Conference 
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NCRKSBOP PARIICIPfiliS 



The twenty-one participants in the workshop and internship 
represented a variety of grade levels and ethnic groups/ as indicated in 
the following tables: 

TIABLE I 

Teaching Grades K - 5 18 
Teaching Grades 6-9 11 
Note: Several teachers teach across grade levels. 



was£ ii 

F^C^/ETWICITY OP PftRTICIPANRS 
Black 3 14% 

Hispanic 3 14% 

Asian or Pacific Islander 0 
Americcui Indian 0 
Anglo 15 72% 

TftSf III 

Piablic Schools 16 76% 

Private Schools 5 24% 
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In addition to the diversity of the teacher-participants theniseives> 
the students in the schools which they serve also represent a broad 
cross-section of the population, 

TABLE IV 

RJWX/BlSNICm OP SIUt£NIS CP PARIICIPMIIS 

Black 127 9% 

Hispanic 227 16% 

Asian or Pacific Islander 66 5% 
American Indian 5 less than 1% 

Anglo 966 69% 



EYALUATIGN 

A number of factors must be considered in the evaluation of the 
project/ including the oral proficiency skills of the participants/ ^-heir 
security and confidence in sfjeakihg their second language/ and their 
acquisition of information about cunxent methodologies and materials* 

Oral Proficiency of the Participants 

An Oral Proficiency Interview was conducted with each participant at 
the beginning and at the close of the Language Development Workshop. These 
interviews were conducted and evaluated by testers trained under the 
direction of the American Council oh the Teaching of Foreign Languages: 
Dr. David Stout/ pre- and post-tests in CSerman: Dr. Francisco Perez / pre- 

er|c ^0 



and post-tests In Spanish; Dri Maurice Elton, pre- test/ and Dr. Joan 
Hariley/ post- test/ in French. 



Of the twehty-<>he participants , twenty completed both the pre- and 
post- test oral interviews. (One participant in French did not do her 
post-test interview.) The examination of the data includes only those 
twenty saitples. 



The following table shows the Qral Proficiency ratings of the 
participants at the beginning and at the close of the Language Development 
Workshop: 



French German Spanish Total 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 



Novice Low 1* i* 

Novice Mid 3 4 2 7 2 

Novice High 3 1 2 4 6 7 

Intermediate Low 1 2 13 1 

Iritemiediete Hid 1 11 2 2 

intermediate High i 2 3 3 4 

Advanced 11 11 

Advanced Plus 11 11 

Superior 11 112 2 
*This particijpaht did iibt do the pcst-test interview. 
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Observations 



1. With this sarriplef a positive change in oral proficiency skills 
occurred • The average rating increased from the mid point 
between Intermediate Low and Intermediate Mid to 80 percent past 
Intermediate Low toward Intermediate Mid. 



2 . With this sample , no one at the Advanced , Advanced Plus , or 
obviously/ Superior levels made any measurable changes in level 
in oral proficiency. 

3. If participants at the upper end of the scale - Advanced f 
Advanced Plus, and Superior - are excluded from the sanplef the 
change is more marked r almost one full level frcsn a pre-wdrkshop 
level of near Novice High to a fXDst-workshbp level of near 
Intermediate Low. 



4. Caiinehts noted Ly the oral proficiency testers indicated that, 
while there were ho measurable changes in proficiency level in 
some of the participants , several of them had "gained 
confidence" in their abilities/ appeared "more enthusiastic" in 
their perfbrmahce» "increased vocabulary" range f "reacted with 
greater accuracy" to questions/ "uhderstbbd more without undue 
repetition/" all worthy achievCTients in language development and 
necessary preliminary steps for increa^sing their oral 
proficiency scores. 



Id 



It is possible that individuals removed from active language 
usage over a long period of time, as was the case with most of 
the pa^^ticipahts in this sample / may have a greater growth 
potential th^ current students or teachers who are regularly 
engaged in language practice since those former individuals may 
have latent language abilities that will not be evident in the 
initial interview. Additional studies are needed to make such 
determinations . 



it is possible that participants at the Advanced arid Advanced 
Plus levels might show more progress in oral proficiency 
development if Novice and Intermediate level speakers were not 
included in the same instructional group. Additional studies 
are needed to make such determihatibris. 

The average level change in German was twice the average chemge 
in the other two groups/ two levels rather than one. it is 
possible that with this very small group/ only two participants 
with one instructor/ such ari increase in skill can be achievied. 
However/ the sample is too small to make such a generalization. 
Furthermore/ for these particiE)ahts the interviewer was also the 
instructor. it is possible that a decrease in test-ahxiety 
occurred in this situation/ making possible the greater 
difference in score. Additional studies are heeded to make such 
determinations • 
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Gbhclusiohs 



1. In three weeks of language development work, three hours per day 
and four days p\ week, approicinatoly one level change on the 
ACTFE Oral Proficiency scale is possible at the Novice and 
Intennediate levels. 

2. Three weeks at twelve hours per week apipear to be too short to 
effect a measurable change on the ACTFL Oral Proficiency scale 
at the Advanced and Sufjeribr levels in a mixed-level 
instructional group. 

3. Gains in listening ciDltprehehsidh/ vocabulary/ confidence/ and 
enthusiasm are possible achievements in three weeks at twelve 
hours per week ^d are appropriate goals for language 
development workshops. 

Perceived Language Skills and Confidence of the Participants 

While the actual change in oral proficiency skills of the 
E>articipants is of primary inpbrtance in evaluating the success of the 
woricshop and internship/ the participants* perception of their listening 
comprehension and speaking skills is also of similar importance. C^e must 
have confidence in his/her ability to understand and to be understood 
before being willing to risk speaking. Therefore/ one of the main 
objectives of th€ Language beveiopment Wodcshop was to increase the 
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security and confidence of the participants in speaking their second 
language; 



Table VI shows the average gains in confidence in each language cind 
in the total group in spieakihg and in listening coniprehensidn. The scores 
are based oh a scale of 1 to 5. A copy of the dcMCument with pre- and 
post-workshop scores for each it^ is in Af>pendix B. 

TABuE Vx 

OCiff'iDQiCE IN UaXSmSE I^ILlf^ OP F^ICIiW^ 

Prerk^ Getiiah ^satiish Tdtal 

E^t Pre Poet Pre Post Pre Poet 

Speaking 2.27 3.79 1.91 3.68 2.91 3.26 2.65 3.39 

Understanding 2.53 3.92 2.69 4.38 3.11 3.52 2.92 3.67 



Observations 



1. Much greater gains in perceived ability in both speaking arid 
understanding were achieved by the participants in Fr^ch (1.52 
and 1.39 respectively) arid in German (1.77 and 1.69) than by 
those in Spanish ( .35 and .41) . It is possible that the 
difference was the result of the difference in size of the 
groups (5 in French/ 2 in German, and 14 in Spanish) since in 
the smaller groups each individual had more pneH5n-one attention 
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and opportunity to speak; Additional studies are needed to 
detemine optimal group size. 

2. Another possible factor in creating the disparity between the 
gains by the participants in French and German and those in 
Spanish is the greater diversity of ability levels in the 
Spanish group. Among the participants in Spanish/ there were 
speakers rated on the Oral Proficiency pre-test at every level 
frah Novice Mid through Superior. In French, with the exception 
of one SuE)erior native speaker, the participants were all rated 
Novice Low or Novice Mid. In German they were rated Novice High 
and Intermediate tow. With participants at or near the same 
ability level, all instruction could be focused on functions 
appropriate for all learners. Additional studies are needed to 
determine optimal group composition. 



Conclusions 

1. Gains in perceived ability and confidence in speaking and 
listening conprehension were evidenced by participants in all 
three language groups during the Language Development Workshop. 

2. Larger gains were shovm by participants in French and German 
than by those in Spanish. 
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Deveioptnent x>£ Methcx3oiogies and Materials ^the Participants 

A third major set of objectives of the project centered around the 
development of hew skills in current foreign language methodologies 
appropriate for young students f particularly in Total Physical Response and 
The Natural Approach , and the development of instructional activities and 
materials Which encourage students' participation in class and interest in 
the language and culture. 



Consultants Dr. Margaret Woodruf f-Wieding in TPR and Carol Stacy in 
The Natural Approach directed the wbrlcshop activities during these 
segments. Pam Kaatz, author of the Color Connection material Sf taught the 
instructional materials development segment. 

Table VII shows the gains in information made by the participants in 
each of these instructional areas. The scores are based oh a scale of 1 to 
5. Agpendix C contains the evaluation documents with the pre- and 
pbst-wbrkshbp scores on each it^. 



TABLE Vli 



DEVBjQPHBir OP METBOOCDOGIBS AND fttlERIALS Ef PARIICIPftNIS 



Pre Foot 



TPR 2.07 4.45 2.38 

Natural Approach 2.18 4.21 2.03 

Color Cbhhection 1.74 4.27 2.53 

ERIC i 7 



Observation 



1. As a group these participants had little knowledgiB of current 
methodologies in foreign language instruction at the beginning 
of the workshop. Thus, they showed large gains in information. 
It is possibles but not certain, that practicing foreign 
language teachers might have begun the workshop with more 
background information in methodology. 



eonclusibn 

1. The participants showed large gains in information in each of 
the segments on methodologies and materials: Total Physical 
Response, The Natural Approach, and Color Connection. 



Additional Evaluationa of the P roject 

in addition to the measurable outcomes and achievements based on 
pre- and ^st-workshop assessment instruments, other results of the project 
can be noted. 



1. Nine of the twenty-one participants have expressed a desire to 
teach in the program of Languages for Children directed by the 
Department of Foreign Languages of Tarrant County Junior College 
Northeast Campu^. Several of these teachers will be employed on 
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a part-time basis the College during the fall semester, 1907^ 
as instructors for these courses both in Arlington and on 
Northeast Campus itself. 

2. Several of the participants have indicated their intention to 
cdhtihue to work bh the develbpineht of their oral proficiency 
skills by enrolling in conversation aiid/or film classes in the 
lemguage this fall, 1987, at Tat t County Junior College 
Northeast Canpus. These enrollments will intensify the results 
of the project and will increase the enrollment in the 
specialized courses for language teachers on the campus. 

3. Several of the participants have indicated an interest in 
further training in language and methodology in the workshop 
scheduled bh Northeast Canpus during the suniner^ 1988. 

4. The participants shared their home addresses and telephbhe 
numbers with the group, providing an opEXDrtuhity for networking 
among themselves, thus creating a type of alliance across grade 
levels and disciplines. 

5. The positive experience of the participants in the project will 
enlarge the group of prbfessibnai "friends" of Tarrant County 
Junior College in the academic cortsnunity of the area. These 
teachers can have a positive impact on the image of the College 
with their constituency of students and parents. 
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The activity which is the subject of this report was produced under 
a grant from the Coordinating Board, Texas College and University System 
and the U.S. Education Department under the auspices of the Education for 
Economic Security Act (Title II). 



Opinions^ findings/ and conclusions expressed herein do not 
necessarily reflect the E^osition or policy of the Coordinating Board, Texas. 
College and University System, or the U.S. Education Department, and no 
official endorsement should be inferred. 
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^ICN fcftNGUAGE WORKSHOP At© It^m^UlP 
, a. int...3ted in the wc^hop ana intecnsBp in foreign ^es. 

The language of interest to me is: 
French 
Q German 
Q Spanish 



pieasu expiciiri 



□ other Pieasenam. 

My background in this iangaage includes: 
p] 2 college semesters 
Q 3-4 cbiiege semesters 
g More than 4 coiiege ^iemesters 
Q Other 



I have ased this language: 
Q at home 
Q at work 
pi in travel 
Q Other 



Please explain 



Naine 



School 



Teaching ftssignnient _ 

- ^ i Home phone_ 

school r^^- ■ 



DMartStfit of totem tan3«^»' m-rant 

^rtuttii to iiaaeieiiig Lively. Chaxr, D^«^ 
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BEPAKEHBir OP EORgQ? tMiSfflgZS ^ 
^EftRRMW eOBRK J113IC» COLLEGE lOTmSSf CftWTO 

Tarrant County Junior Collie Northeast Campus has received gra«t__ 
m^iea from Title II of the Education for Econoniic Security Act to support 
z f ive-wedc w5rkahop for prospective teachers of foreign _langua|es in 
elementary and junior high school, including an ot^^ervation^tecnjhip 
in its sunmer program of Languages for Children. This pcoject^is int«»aea 
to aevelpp Skills in oral language camnonicaticn and in contonporary 
ihatructiooal Btthssdologies in fachera HI who currwitly ^»cUli«« 
in oth(» taaching toeas but have some education ahd/or experience in _ ^ 
a second language and (2) who are interested in enhancing the intemationaj. 
focus of their ciarciculum through the incotporation of foreign language* 
and cultural, information. 

In addition, tl.e College hopes to identify teachers WKo would 
be candidates for part-time teaching positions in an extended pr^raS 
of J^nguages to be taught during after-school hours and summers in area 
el^entary schools i 

AS s^3|>rdved, the grant will pay the $175 workshop tttitibSi a 
travel stipend to each teacher/iritern a $1QC materials stipend te*^ 
the cost of instructiorai materials prepared and/br created each teacher 
for use in the classroom. 

The worlcshop schedule includes: 

Jitie 8 - Jtne 11 9:00 - 12:00 Natorai^^roadi 

1:00 - 4:00 Language Developnent 

3m K - ame 18 9:00 - 12:00 Total Physical BespWTse 

1:00 - 4:00 Language Development 

June 22 - June 25 9:00 - 12:00 ObservaticH Internship 

1:00 - 4:00 Language Develc^ssent 



Jine 29 - July 2 9:00 - 12:00 Observation 

1:00 - 4:00 Color Conrwction 

July 6 - July 9 SsOO ~ 12:00 Observation Internship 

The workshop will ise taught at fCJC Not tiic.jat Campus. Thp internship 
will be in childteu'o language classes offered by TOJC at South Davis 
Elcsnentacy School in Arlington. 




TARRANT COUNTY JUNIOR COtkEGE DISTRICT 

NORTHEAST CAMPUS as harwcx5D road • morst texas 76os4 . TELEPfiOME 8i7-2ei-7tio 




May 25, 1987 



Dear Colleague: 



We are pleased to infonii you that the i'Coi^z.cd Laxiyuage DevelOiment 
(icsrlcshop and internship for elementary teacher:^ has been funded by EESA 
Title II. Corigratuiatiohsl You have been selected as a participant in 
this project based on your qualifications and interest. Enclosed please 
fiSd a detailed description of the program, including a revised schedule, 
and an official Cegistratioil fcxm. 

The registratiSn fbSn should be cbnipleted and returned inunediately to 
the Office of CoMDunity oervides to reserve your place, bur sessions will 
be held in the Instructionii Media Center (IMC), room 115. Campus 
directories located near parking lots will direct you. 

Our first class tneeting will be at 9:00 a.m. Honday, 9. We look 

forward to a stimulating sutmior program. 




Madeleine Lively ^ Chair 
Department of Foreign tonguages 
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APPEND IX- A 
: PEPARTMENT.OF EORIEGN bANSUAGES 

TARRANT COUNTY JUNIOR GBbLESE NORTHEAST CAMPUS 

_ Tarrant ^County dun ier College Northeast Campus has received grant 
monies from Title II of the Education for Economic Sec:jrity Act te support 
ajfife-week workshop for prospective teachers of foreign iSngbages in 
el arientar^and Junior high school ^ including an observation internship 
in its sunnier program of Languages for Children. This project is intended 
to develop skills in oral language efjmmunication and in contemporary 
instructional methodologies in teacfiers (1| who currently specialize 
in other teaching areas but have some education and/or experience in 
a second language and (21 who are interestecJ enhancing the iriternational 
focus of their curriculum through the incorporation of foreign language 
and cultural infonnation. 

In additionj the College hopes to identify teachers v^o would 
be candidates for part-time teaching positions in an extended program 
of languages to be taught during after-school hours and sumi.-;ers in area 
elementary schools. 

As aopPoved, the grant will pay the $175 workshop tuition, a $100 
travel stipend to each teacher/ intern , and a $100 materials stipend toward 
thr, cost of instructional materials prepared and/or created by each teacher 
fur use in the classroom. 



The workshop 


schedule includes: 




dune 8 - dune 11 


9:00 - 


12:00 




1:00 - 


4:00 


dune 15 - dune 18 




12:00 




1:00 - 


4:00 


dune 22 - dune 25 


9:00 - 


12:00 




1:00 - 


4:00 


dune 29 - duly 2 


9:09 - 


12:00 




1:00 - 


4:00 


duly 5 - duly 9 


9:00 - 


12:00 



The workshop will he taught at TCdC Northeast Campus. The internship 
wiU be in children's language classes offered by TCdC at South Davis 
Elementary School in Arlington. 
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ERIC 



fORElQ. L«iaiW3E WORKSHOP AND mra<NSlilP 

i^iihip in toreign languages. 



I a» interested in the sun.n.c workshop and .ncecn 

•The language of interooL to lue iS: 
P| French 
Q Gentian 

[~] Spanish 

i Please name 

P Other 

«y background in this languac3e includes: 
Q 2 college semesters 
p 3-4 college semesters 
g More than 4 college sen.estecs 
Q other 

I haw« used this language: 
Q at home 
Q at work 
Q in travel 
Q Other 



Please explai.'i 



Please explain 



Naote 



Teaching Assigranej»t_ 



School phone^. ^ 

, rt^ir Diijartaiiint of Foreign tanguag». 
vw^i^ ^iniac eoUegc. 25 




May 25, 1987 
Dear Colleague: 

We are pleased to inform you that the proposed Language Development 
Workshop and Internship for elementary teachers has been funded by EESA 
title II. Congratulations! You have been selected as a participant in 
this project based on your qualifications and interest. Enclosed please 
find a detailed description of the program, including a revised schedule, 
and an official registration form. 

The registration form should be completed and returned irmiediately to 
the Office of Conwunity Services to reserve your places Our sessions Will 
be held in the Instructional Media Center (IMC), room 115. Campus 
directories located hear parking lots will direct you. 

Our first class meeting will be at 9:00 a.m. Monday, June 8. We look 
forward to a stimulating sufmer program. 

Sincerely* _^ 




Madeleine Lively/ Chair 
Department of Foreign Languages 
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OGI^IOBi^ m LANOJA^ ABILIT!f OP PNSncicilPifimS 
ANALYSIS OF ITEMS 



-French German Spani sh 



Indicate the degree to which you can display the following skiK^s in the 
language; 

SPEAKING: jPrench German Spanish Total 

1. Can speak isolated words and a tew 
high- frequency phrases. 

2. Can 3E)eak basic courtesies. 

3. Can ask and answer simple questions dealing 
with basic objects, places and family. 

4. Can initiate I minimally sustaini and 
close basic ccifiihuh tasks; can ask 
and ahsWer gtiestibhs. : 

5. Can introduce self I order a meal/ ask 
direct i^i3> and n^e purchases. : 

6 . Can talk simply about self > family members # 
personal-history and leisure activities. 

7. Can maintain- connected discburse for simple 
narrative and/brdescripti^^ 

8. Can satisfy the requirecoents bf school and 
work situations; narrate and describe with 
paragra^-length connected discourse. 

9. Can discuss particular interests-and- 
special fields of competence/ support bpih- 
ibhs^ explain in detail and hypothesize. 

10. Can participate effectively in mcsst formal 
and informal conversations on practical/ 
social/ professional and abstract topics. 

11. Can support opinions and hypothesize using 
native-like discburse strategies. 

Speaking Average 



12. Can understand occasional isolated words 
such as cognates and borrowed words ^ 

13. Can understand words and phrases from siirple 
quest ions / statements / high-frequency 
cbcinarids and courtesy formulae. 

14. Can understand main ideas and/or some facts 
dealing with basic piersbnal and social 
needs. 

15. Can understand sentence-length speech oh 
lodging/ transportation and shopping. 

16. Can understand short routine telephone 
cbhversatic»isz simple ahhbuncemehts and 
reports over themedia*. ^ _ 

17. Can understand main ideas of descriptibn 
and narrative in different time frames 
(present/ past/ habitual/ or in^rfect). 

18. Can understand the main ideas of most speech 
in a staSdard_diaIect. 

19. Can urrierstand technical discussibns in 
academic/professional settings/ in lectures 
speeches and reports. 

Understanding Average 



3.4Q 


4.00 


3.85 


3. 75 


3.00 


3.00 


3.85 


3.58 


3.00 


3.00 


3.85 


3.5= 


2.40 


2.00 


3.31 


2.95 


2.60 


2.00 


3.15 


2.9b 


2.20 


1.50 


3.23 


2.8b 


l.BO 


1.50 


2.54 


2.25 


1.40 


1.00 


2.46 


2.05 


1.80 


1.00 


2.08 


1.90 


1.80 


l.bb 


2.60 


1.85 


1.60 


i.ob 


1.67 


1.58 


2.27 


1.91 


2.91 


2.65 






4 15 


3.85 


3.20 


3.56 


3.85 


3.55 


3.00 


3.00 


3.62 


3.40 


2.60 


2.50 


3.08 


2.90 


2.40 


2.50 


3.00 


2.80 


2.20 


2.50 


2.54 


2.45 


2.00 


3.00 


2.77 


2.60 


1.50 


1.66 


1.85 


1.7b 


2.53 


2.69 


3.11 


2.92 



reels ASSESSWKN'i\ z : _ z 
Li^NGUAGE DEVELCHIEIIT NQRKSft£3P 



Language: F rench - German ^Spanish 

Indicate the degree to which you can display the follbwing skills in the carget 



SPEAKING; French Gerrtian Spanish TOtai 

1. Can speak isolated words and a few 
high-frequency phrases * 

2. Can speak basic courtesies. 

3. Can ask and answer simple questions dealing 
with basic objects/ places and family. 

4. Can initiate r minimally sustain/ and 
close basic cbitimuhicative tajRii; can ask 
and answer quest ions . 

5i Can introduce seif^ order a meal/ ask 
directions/ and make_ purchases^ 

6. Can talk simply about self ^family me^ 
personal history and leisure activities. 

7. Can maintain connected discourse for simple 
narrative and/or description. - - - 

8. Can satisfy the requirements of school and 
work situations; narrate and describe with 
paragraph-length connected discourse . 

9. Can discuss particular interests and 
sgjecial fields of competence/ suf^rt opin- 
ions^ explain- in detail and hypothesize. 

lb. Can participate effectively in most fbrxnal 
and informal conversations on _ practical / 
social/ professional and abstract topics. 

11. Can support opinions and hypothesize using 
native-like discourse strategies. 

UNDERSTANDING: ^^^"^ "^^""^ 

12. Can understand occasional isolated-wbrds 
such as cognates and borrowed-words*^ 

13. Can understand words and phrases frc^ simple 
questions/ staten^^ntS/ high-frequency 
coftinands and courtesy -formulae* _ 

14. Can understand main ideas and/or some facts 
dealing with basic personal and social 
needs. - 

15. Can understand sentence-leng?:h speech on 
lodging/ transportation and shopping. 

16 > Can understand short routine telephone 

conversations/ simple announcements and 

reports over the niedia. 
i7i Can understand main ideas of des^ 

and narrative in different-tirr^ frames 

(present/ past/ habitual/ or imperfectK_ 

18. Can understand the main ideas of most speech 
in a standard dialect. 

19. Cam laivierstajr^ technical discussions in 
academic/prbfessibhal settings/ in lectures _^ 

speeches and reports. 3.00 3.50 2.36 2i58 

Understanding Average 3.92 4-36 3.52 3.67 

ERIC ^ ^ 



4i00 
4.33 


4.50 
4.50 


4.21 
4.21 


4.22 
4.26 


4.00 


4.50 


4.14 


4.16 


3.67 


4.00 




3.63 


4.33 


4.00 


3.57 


3.74 


4.00 


4i30 




^ . DO 


4.00 


4.50 


2.93 


3.26 


3.67 


3.00 


2.79 


2.95 


3.67 


3.00 


2.50 


2.74 


J. uu 






2.42 


3.00 


2.00 


2.31 


2.39 


3.79 


3.68 


3.26 


3.39 


4.00 


5. DO 


4.38 


4,37 


4.33 


5.0C 






4.33 


4.50 


4.07 


4.^6 


4. 33 


4.50 


3.57 


3.79 


3.67 


3.50 


3.14 


3.26 


3.67 


4.50 


3.07 


3.32 


i 

4.00 


4.50 


3.29 


3.53 



French 



German 



-Spanish 



ERIC 



indicate the degree to which you can 
language: 

SEISINS: 



display the following skills in the target 



li 



Can speak isolated worci^ cind a few 
high-frequency phrases. 
Can speak basic courtesies. 
Can ask and answer simpie_questi6hs dealing 
with basic objects/ places and family. 
Can initiate/ minimally sustain* and 
close basic cointiunicative tasks; can ask 
and answer questions. - 
Can introduce self/ Order a meal/ ask 
directions/ and make purchases. ; 
Can talk simply alDout self* family members, 
personal history atnd leisure activities. : 
Can maintain connected discourse for simple 
narrative and/or description. - - - 

Can satisfy the requirements of school and 
work situations; narrate and describe with 
paragraph-length CGhhected discourse. 

9. Can discuss particular interests and 
special fields of conpetenee^ support bpih- 
ions/ explain in detail and hypothesize. 

10. Can participate effectively in most formal 
and informal conversations on practical, 
sbcialv professional and abstract topics. 
Cem support bpihibris and hypothesize using 
native-like discburse strategies. 

Speaking Average 



2. 
3. 

4. 



5. 



6. 



7. 



8. 



11 



12. Can understand occasional isolated words 
such as cognates and bbr rowed words. 

13. Can understand words -and phrases from simple 
questions, statenents/ high-f recjuehcy 
comnands and courtesy formulaei 

14. Can understand main ideas and/orsOTie facts 
dealing with basic personal and social 
needs. j : 

15. Can understand sentence-length speech on 
lodging/ transportation and shopping. 

16. Can understand short routine telephone 
cbhversatibhSi simple ahnouhceinehts and 
reports over the media.^ : 

17. Can understand main ideas of deseripti 
and narrative in different tine frames 
tpresent/ past/ habitual/ or intperfect). 

18. Can understand the main ideas of most speech 
in a standard dialect. 

I9i Can understand technical discussions in 

acadeihic/^bfessibhal settings/ in lectures 
speeches and repbrt:^. 



Pre 



3.40 
3.00 

3.00 



2.40 
2.60 
2.20 

1.80 

1.40 
1.80 

1.60 
2.27 

3.20 

3.20 

3.00 
2.60 

2.40 

2.20 
2.00 



Understanding Average 



Name 



1.60 
2.S3 



FRENCH 

Post 



^.00 
4.33 

4.00 



3.57 
4.33 
^.00 
4.00 

3.67 

3.67 

3.00 

3.00 
3.79 

4.00 
4.33 

4.33 

4.33 

3.67 

3.57 
4.60 

3.00 
3.92 



Difference 



0.60 
1.33 

1.00 



1.27 

1.80 
1.80 
1.20 

2.27 

1.87 

1.20 

1.40 
1.54 

0 80 

1.13 

1.33 
1.73 

1.27 

1.47 
2.00 

1.40 
1.39 



GERHA8 ^ ^ L 
LANOIACX DBVELdflBIT HORKSHDP 



Language: 



j*rench 



German 



Spanish 



Indicate the degree to which you can display the toiiowing skills in the target 



SPEAKING: 



Pre 



1 • Can speak isolated words and a few 

h igh-f requency jshrases . 4 . 00 

2. Can speak„ba3ic courtesies. 3.00 

3. Can ask and answer simple cjuest ions dealing _ 
with beisic objects/ places and family. 3.00 

4. Can initiate/ mihinially sustaihi and 
close basic-coftnnahicative tasks; can ask 

and answer questions.. _ 2.00 

5. Can introduce seif/ ordered meal, ask 
directions/ and make purchases^ ?..0U 

6. Can talk simply about self > family members, 
personal history and leisure activities^ 1.50 

7. Can maintain <:onnected discourse for simple 
narrative Juld/or description. 1.50 

8. Can satisfy the requirements of school and 
work situations; narrate and describe with 
paragraE>i^-lehc|th connected discourse. 1.00 

9. Can discioss particular interests and 
special fields of competence/ support opin- 



ions? explain in detail and hs^thesize. 

10. Can participate effectively in roost formal 
and informal conversations bh practical/ 
social/ professional and eU>s tract topics. 

11. Can support opinions and hyjXDthesize using 
native-like discourse strategies. 

Speaking Average 

UNDERSTANDING; 



1.00 



1.00 

1.00 
1.91 



12. Can understand occasional isolated words 

such as cognates and borrowed words. .^ 3-50 

13. Can uhderstarid words and phrases from siirpie 
cjuestibns/ statements/ high-frequeicy 
cdmmahds and courtesy formulae. _ 3.50 

14. Can understand main ideas ahd/br some facts 
dealing with basic personal and social 

needs. - - 3-60 

15. Cart understand sentence-length speech on 
lodging/ transportation and shopping. 2.50 

16. Can understand short routine telephone 
conversations^ simple ahnburicements arid 
reports over the media^ 2.50 

17. Can understand main ideas of description 
auid narrative in different time frames 

~ (present/ past / habitual / or imperfect) . 2. 50 

18. Can undecst^ujd the main ideas of roost speech 
in a standard dialect • 3.00 

19. Can understand tecSihical discussions in 
academic/professional settings/ in lectures 
speeches and reports. i.&d 



ERLC 



GBrmn 
Post 



4,50 
4.50 

4.50 



4.00 
4.00 
4.50 
4.50 

3.00 

3.00 

2.00 

2.00 
3.68 

5.00 

4.50 
4.50 

S.50 

4.50 
4.50 

3.50 
4.38 



pif forence 



0.50 
1.50 

1.50 



2.00 
2.00 
3.00 
3.09 

2.00 

2.00 

1.00 

1.00 
1.77 

i.r'J 

1.50 

1.50 
2.00 

1.00 

2^00 
1.50 

2.50 
1.69 




SPANISH 



Language: ^French German Spanish 

indicate the 'Segree to which you can display the following skills in the target 
language: 

Spanish 

S PE ^fNS: Pre Post Difference 



1. Can speak isolated words and a few 
high-frequency f^irases- 

2. Can speak basic courtesies. _ 

3. Can ask and answer siniple questions dealing 
with basic dbgects/ places and family. 

4. Can initiate/ minimally sustain/ and 
close basic coittnunicative tasks; can ask 
and answer questions. : 

5* Can introduce self/ order a meal/ ask 

directidhs/ and make purchases. 
6i Can talk simply about self ^ family mein^ 

personaihistory and leisure activities. 

7. Can maintain connected discourse for simple 
riarrative and/or description. 

8. Can satisfy the requirements of school and 
work situations; narrate and describe with 
paragraf^-lerigth cbhriected discburse - 

9. Can discuss particular interests and 
special fields of competence^ sug^rt opin- 
ions/ explain in detail and hypothesize. 

10. Can participate effectively in most forinai 
and informal conversations on practical/ 
social * prof essional and abstract topics. 

11. Can support bpihiohs and hypothesize using 
native-like discburse strategies. 



XJNDE 



Speaking Average 



12. Can understand occasional isolated words 
such as cognates and borrowed words. ^ 

13. Can understand words and phrases frOT sin 
quest ions / statements / h igh- frequency 
cbrarands and courtesy formulae. 

14. C£U1 understand main ideas and/or some facts 
dealing with basic personal and social 
needs^ 

15. Can understand sentence-length speech oh 
iodgir^^- transportation and shopping. 

16. Can understand short routine telephone 
conversations/ simple announcements and 
reports over the media. 

17. Can understand main ideas of description 
and narrative in different time frames 
(presents past / habittial i or imperfect ) . 

18. Can understand_the-n>-3ih ideas of most speech _^ 

in a stan^d dialect.^ _ _ _ _ 2.77 3.25 0.54 

19. Can understand technical discussions_ in _ 
academic/professional settings/ in lectures 

speeches and reports. 1.85 2.36 0.51 

Understanding Average 3i±l 3.52 0.41 



3.85 


4.21 


0.36 


3.85 


4;2i 


0.36 


3.85 


4.14 


0.2S 


3.31 


3.57 


0.26 


3-15 


3.57 


0.42 


3.23 


3-29 


0.05 


2.54 


2.93 


0.39 


2.46 


2.7y 


0.33 


2.08 


2.50 


0.42 


2.00 


2.36 


0.36 


1.67 


2.31 


0.64 


2;9l 


3.26 


0.35 


4.15 


4.38 


0.23 


e 






3.85 


4.29 


0.44 


3.62 


4.07 


0.45 


3.08 


3.57 


0.49 


3.00 


3.14 


0.14 


2.54 


3.07 


0.53 



LANGUAGB DCVELOPMESfr WOKiCJiO' 



Language: _ F rench _ _ G erman Spanish 

Indicate the degree to which you can display the following skills in the target 
language: 



SPEfiKING: 
1. 



Total 

Pre Post Difference 



- 


high-frequency phrases. 


3.7^^ 


H.22 


0.47 


2. 


Can speak basic courtesies. 


3.58 


4.26 


0.68 


3. 


Can ask arid £uiswer sicT|>le questions dealing 








with basic objects/ places and family. 


3.55 


4.16 


0.61 


4. 


Can initiate/ minimally sustain^ and 
close basic cotinuhicative tasks; can ask 










and answer questions. - 


2.95 


3.63 


0.73 


5. 


Ccu^ introduce self 7 order a meal/ ask 










directions/ and make purchases. 


2.90 


3.74 


0.84 


6. 


Can talk simply atx^ut seif^ family ineuibec-i? 










personal history and leisure activities. 


2.80 


3.53 


0.73 


7. 


Can maintain connected discourse for simple 








narrative and/or description. 


2.25 


3.26 


1.01 


8. 


Can satisfy the requireinents of school and 










work situatidfLs; narrate and describe with 




- 






paragraph^length corulected discourse. 


2.05 


2.95 


0.90 


9. 


Can discuss particular interests and 
special fields of cbropetehce / suf¥»rt opin- 










ions/ explain in detail and hypothesize. 


i.90 


2.74 


0.84 


10. 


Can par tici£5ate effectively in most formal 
and infonnai conversations on practical / 










social/ professional and abstract topics^ 


1.85 


2.42 


0.57 


11. 


Can support opinions and hypothesize using 










native-like discourse strategies. 


1.58 


2.39 


1.74 


UNDERSTANDING: Speaking Average 


2.65 


3.39 


0.74 


12. 


Can understand occasional isolated words 










such as cognates and borrowed words. 


3.85 


4.37 


0.52 


13. 


Can understand words and phrases from simple 








questions? statements/ high-frequency 










commands and courtesy formulae. 


3.65 


4.37 


0.72 


14 • 


Can understamS main ideas and/or some facts 










dealing with basic personal and social 
heeds. j : 


3.40 


4.16 


0.76 



15. Can uhderstahd sehtehce^lehgth ^pc^h on 

lodging* ferahspbr tat ion and shbj^ihg. 2.90 3.79 0.89 

16. Can uhderstahd short routine telephone 
conversations^ simple ahnouhcemehts and 

reports over the media. _^ ^ - 2.80 3.25 0.45 

17. Can understand main ideas of cSescription 
and narrative in different time frames 

(present/ past/ habitual/ or iir^er feet). 2.45 3;32 bi87 

18. Can uhderstahd the main ideas of inoat speech 

in a standard dialect. 2.60 3.53 0.93 

19. Can tinderstahd techhica in 
academic/prof essiuial settings/ in lectures _j 

speeches and reports. 1.70 2.58 0.88 

Understanding Average 2.92 3-67 0.75 



ASSESSHQITS OP NeTHQDOLOG^ M0RKSHQP3 



nie Natural Approach 
Color Cormection 
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Total Physical Response Approucii 



please respond to each stateinent by circling an appropriate number; 



A, Indicate your knowledge at the tctal physical response (TPR) approach to 
language learning. 







Pre 


Post 


Difference 


1. 


The meariihg of TPR 


3.05 


4.63 


1.58 


2. 


What can be taught with TPR 


2.86 


4.58 


1.72 


3. 


Cdinprehehsibh before production 


2.43 


4.78 


2.35 


4. 


Coranunication vs. repetition 


2.58 


4.58 


2.10 


5. 


eiobal vsi local errors 


1.8i 


4.47 


2.66 


6. 


Rfccycling "vocabuiary in novel variations 


1.80 


4.42 


2.62 



B. Indicate your Jcnbwledge of total physical response (TPR) technques. 



1. 


ebntoihation (serial) commands 


1. 


95 


4.68 


2.73 


2. 


Optimal sequence of TPR activitits 


1. 


62 




2.21 


3. 


Role of the native language 


1. 


66 


4.ii 


2.46 


4. 


Varying TPR practice 


1. 


67 


4.21 


2.54 


5. 


Other activities for showing cbnprehension 


1. 


67 


4.47 


2.80 


6. 


How to create TPR lesson plans 


1. 


48 


3.95 


2.47 




Average 


2. 


07 


4.45 


2.38 


Signature 






Date 
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ERIC 



im NftlURftL APPROACH 



Pleaiie respond to each statement by circling ail appropriate number. 

A. indicate your knowledge of and experience with foreign langauge methodologies: 



B. 



Difference 
2.42 
2.28 
2.65 
1.78 
i.29 
1.75 

Difference 
2.27 



1.13 

Knowledge about the target culture and stereotypes which students might 
have: 2.20 4.22 2.02 







Pre 


Poat 


1. 


Bie Natural Approach 


1.95 


4.37 


2. 


Total physical Response 


2.19 


4.47 


3. 


Suggestopaedia 


1.24 


3.89 


4. 


Listening Comprehension 


2.48 


4.26 


5. 


Experience in teaching a PL 


2.24 


3.53 


6. 


Parenting experience 


2.20 


3.95 


indicate your knowledge of natural-approach techniques: 






Pre 


Post 


1. 


Listening activities 


2.10 


4.37 


2. 


Creation of a nonthreateshing 
environment : 


classrocxn atmoi 
3.50 


sphere with 
4.63 



4. HOW to create natural-approach materials: 

1.71 



Average 



2.18 



4.22 



4.21 



2.51 
2.03 



Signature 



Date 
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COtaR eQt«S£TiOll WORKSHOP 



I would rate ai^ awareness of the following current Foreign Lai;guage teaching/learning 
theories/theorists as: 



a. Piaget's reality 

b. H^isp^ericity (right- 
brained input) 

c. Lazanbv (super-learning) 

d. ftsher (TPR) 

e. Hinitz (comprehension) 

f. Linear /Non-linear 

q. Explicit/Implicit 

h- Terrell/Krasher (natural 
approach) 

i. ^rrell (Binding meoxy) 



Pre 
2.35 
2.53 

1.4i 
2.94 
1.24 
1.65 
1.06 
1.82 

0.65 
1.74 

I have increased ny awareness of the following: 

a. Piaget's reality 

b. HeinisE)hericity 

c. Lazcinov 

d. Asher 

e. Wihitz 

fi Linear/Noh-lihear 
g. Explicit/Implicit 
h- Terrell/Krasher 



Post 
3.73 
4.69 

3.81 
4.81 
4.06 
4.19 
4.44 
4.69 

3.44 
4.21 



3.80 
4.69 
4.00 
4.81 
4.13 
4.44 
4.50 
4.38 



Difference 
1;38 
2.16 

2.40 
1;67 
2.82 
2.54 
2.38 
2.87 

2.79 
2.47 
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I have materials/activities to implement these thiedries in my classrcxjm: 







Post 


a. 


Piaget's reality 


4.19 


b. 


Hemi spher i c i ty 


4.50 




Lazahov 


4.00 


d. 


Asher 


4-G9 


e. 


Winitz 


4.13 


f. 


Linear/Nbn-1 inear 




g- 


Expl i ci t/In4>l i ci t 


4.50 


h. 


Terrel 1/Krashen 


4.38 


i. 


Terrell (Binding) 


3.88 




Average 


4-27 



ERIC eiearinghouse for 
Junior Colleges ^yg g j ^ 
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